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- four yedrs as-a lcgislative assistant, )
The Pueblo affair alerted Arency) or INR (the Stae -

’ Department’s Bureau of 1!1-
many Americans for the felligence and Research) in -
first timo to the existence of. fact occuried as related may

; the Natlonal Sceurity Agen- be doubted hy Washington .

b4
Al

A former newsman, Korns recently left the Scnate after o

i cy, an arm of the Defense De- |
I partment charged with pene-
! trating the communications
. of other nations and protect-
“ing those of the United
; States. Now, in what his

Jpublishers  have billed as:
“The Inside Story of NSA,:

"~ America's Biggest, Most Se-
cref, Most Powerful Spy

Arency,” Andrew Tully, for-

er Scripps-Howard writer

insiders. But if Tully has
embellished his account to
any degree for lack of abil-

ity to check out every detail, | -
there is no objective basis -~

on which to question the

main thrust of his book-—
that the taxpayer is support- .-

ing a very lavge, diversifie
and highly competitive intel- +
ligence apparatus (costing x
fnore than $4 billion a year,
Tully says) in the name of
national security.

di'

apd veteran popularizer of
“inside stories” (“White Tie .
y Np M « 11’ e I
‘:;:{}3 ]g:gf;,f)' seglgﬁt'r&e SI,::_- t'hAdvancgmitt'\form:axointn:f )
. S the capa jes a nten-.
.is)fyotg; national appetite for ‘: tions of a hostile power
; EXposes. | seems so patently desirable -
"onlg ts}l::gﬂ;lnlx;otntro:f-bﬁlnb,{- “that one is not inclined to
1 . one y's. .
"16_chapters deals directly question the cost.. Yet some .
“with NSA, Tt tells a great;. ; '
. deal more about the work of = the question, inferentially, by",
,"ithe agency than was known
;%gﬁ;é:mt;r;;"ﬁ' ll):‘rlxtowl:fo& | intelligence rests on far, |
‘the Soviets, to whom two  MOr® than ifs accuracy or.;
. NSA cryptologists defected ' timeliness. Thanks to an un- ¢
¢ in 1960,
" Some of the information fs'! -
Jess than startling: The fact ;-
i that NSA employes report !
¢ for work in three shifts—at -
: 7:20, 7:40 and 8 am—re- !
;lveals more about bighway |
“‘and parkinglot conditions
! than about codes and ciphers.{,
! On. the other hand, Tully's!
. assertlon that, NSA “proba- :
{ bly spends twice as much” as |

C

, sung CIA Agent in Fast Ger-,
many, says Tully, the US, :
acquired microfilms in May,V;

1068, showing “in amazing ™
detail” the Soviet Union’s
plan to invade and occupy
Czechoslovakia, and both |
U.S. and West German au-',
thoritlesrecommended|i
“leaking” the plan to mobi-i
lize world opinion against
the Soviets, e

.the Central Intelligence i "« , 1.e‘i"
ey e ho ereiy ot Ambasedor, Lol
with  $750 mlnlO]’l)—-While ‘i ton," writes Tu"y, “anc he!',

,lacking the authority of an .
“open-budget  document—in-
“dicates the high cost of tech- !
{nological innovations in the '
.field of glohal surveillance,

- For the rest, Tully has as- :
- igembled a potpourri of facts,
‘anccdotes and purported:
. ‘case historics of the espio-
snage aclivities of the several
,agencles that make up the
tAmerican intelligence com-
4 munity, seasoned it with an -
ample fund of secret ingre-’. to .,
dients and served itupina ¢
breezy yet credible fashion,

" Whether all of the ex-}
! plolts he aitributes ta opera- '’ o :
tives of the NSA, CIMppraoved For Release 2004/10/

(Defensc Intelligence ;

turned thumhs down on the|
proposal, The war in Viet-,
nam, said Lodge, had so!
complicated the internation-:
al situation that the United|
States could not afford tfo|
engage In a brinkmanship}
contest with the - Soviet
Union. Should such informa-
tion be leaked, he said, the!

United States would be .
forced ‘to dssue a - strong

statement, warning Russia |

desist; ;Washington, .just !

¢

-

of Tully’s storles do ralse, i

llustrating that the utllity of - g

! telling
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e
such a situation at this time,
Lodge said.” ’

ing to learn from Tully that,
in 1967, Soviet leaders were
“neutral diplomats
they could ‘not believe ejther

increased bombing or com-
=" This

mitment of more US, troops

- could achicve a military vie-
tory, and thus there was
nofhing for the rest of the :
world to do but wait for the~
United States to stop the es- -

calation of a ‘senscless and
dirty war’.,” Had that intelli-
gence been glven more

‘dld not want td get “into® away from

0 7

i “-‘f:f’uli' =

looking too

... deeply into the finances, ac-
4. tivities and influence of the

% grounds it should not ham- '
i per or compromise” secret
“*k operations.

It is somewhat disconcert- -

intelligence community on
- ‘foreign policy, on the:

5o
This, too, may change,”
year's ABM debate

brought home to many Senw-% :
1
{
k

P2l

ators the high costs of bas.
ing weapons pollcles on
 #worst possible” estimales
of Soviet intentions. Sen. .

-\ Symington's Foreign Rela-"

. " purrowing in
weight, both the United- ..
States and Vietnam might -
~have been better served.

Tt is, in fact, how intelli-

gence is weighed that will..>

most often determine its im-.
pact on policy. Rarely is:

there so much incdntrover- .

tible evidence in hand that
only one

conclusion can-
emerge, so claborate proce-
dures exist within the intel- '

ligence community for pro--

ducing consensus on such
prickly questions as Soviet
intentions
Bast.  Unfortunately,

st for the

in the Middle .
) tha .
‘ pl:lblic has no assurance that =
Athe svat ¢ be
A Rbeak Steadetd

0.
|rectly, “Congress has shied ., and better intelligence. .- -l

. .tions
to U.S. base
apreements  around  the’
world, is finding intelligence’
- operations to be a large part-;
- of the picture. -
+ But if a Congress grown:
“leery of “national commit- -
Y ments” is likely to probe a:i
‘bit more deeply into intelli-
* gence matters in the {uture, ’
- don't look for big savings.
The same Congressmen who ™
question our global military - '
deployment look to arms
- control measures for enh-}
anced security, and, if these , .-
are to be effcctive, they con- .
cede, we must have the .
means, unilaterally, to ver!
ify compliance with any;
-8n 'short, more:

)
subcommittce, now s
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